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A SHORTENED STATUTORY PERIOD FOR REPLY IS SET TO EXPIRE 3 MONTH(S) OR THIRTY (30) DAYS, 
WHICHEVER IS LONGER, FROM THE MAILING DATE OF THIS COMMUNICATION. 

- Extensions of time may be available under the provisions of 37 CFR 1.136(a). In no event, however, may a reply be timely filed ' 
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earned patent term adjustment. See 37 CFR 1 .704(b). 
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Art Unit: 3762 ... 

DETAILED ACTION 
Continued Examination Under 37 CFR 1.114 

1 . A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, including the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1 .17(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this 
application is eligible for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114. and the fee set 
forth In 37 CFR 1 .1 7(e) has been timely paid, the finality of the previous Office action 
has been withdrawn pursuant to 37 CFR 1.114. Applicant's submission fijed on 30 July 
2007 has been entered. 

Response to Arguments 

2. Applicant's arguments, see page 14, paragraph 1 through page 15, paragraph 2. 
filed 30 July 2007, With respect to claims 8-1 1 and 19-22 have been fully considered 
and are persuasive. The §103 rejection of claims 8-1 1 and 19-22 has been withdrawn. 

3. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1-3, 5-7, 12-14, 16-18 and 23-26 
have been considered but are moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

4. Regarding Applicant's argument that Mehra does not teach automatically 
adjusting the detection parameters but rather relies on physician programming, it has 
been held that broadly providing a mechanical our automatic means to replace manual 
activity which has accomplished the same result involves only routine skill in the art! In 
re \/eA7ner. 120USQP 192. 

5. Regarding Applicant's argument that Mehra fails to teach adjusting parameters in 
response to a predetemrilned number of second events occurring for which therapy has 
not been delivered, it is noted that as written the independent claims to not require the 
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first and second ev.ents to be from separate event classes, and could therefore both 
refer to the same type of event, such as a tachyarrhythmia, occurring multiple times. 
Given this interpretation, Mehra clearly discloses the argued limitation, since the metric, 
upon not sensing a first tachyarrhythmic event and therefore not delivering a therapy 
goes into a reiterative process until a successful tachyarrhythmic (second) event is 
sensed, at which time parameters are adjusted and therapy is delivered, wherein the 
predetermined number of second eventis is one. 

Claim Rejections ■ 35 use § 102 

6. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 1 02 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - . 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent 
granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United iStates before the invention by the 
applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 
351 (a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States 
only if the international application designated the United States and was published under Article 21(2) 
of such treaty in the English language. 

7. '. Claims 1-3, 5-14, 16-26 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated 
by Zhou et al. (US 7,027,856, hereinafter Zhou'856). 

Regarding claims 1 , 3, 9. 12, 14, 20 and 23-25, Zhou'856 discloses an 
implantable medical device and method comprising an electrode means for sensing a 
plurality of cardiac events (abstract; Fig. 1 , electrodes 17-23); a processor means for 
detecting a sudden increase in the frequency of first events corresponding to onset of a 
second event (column 2, lines 60-67;. column 9, lines 22-28 and 58-63); means for 
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adjusting rate or duration of therapy delivery in response to detected increase in 
frequency (ibid.; abstract); means for delivering therapy (e.g. Fig. 5, step 535; Fig. 6, 
step 715) wherein the increase in frequency is determined over a time period of up to 
approximately one minute (column 2, lines 1-4); and means for determining, in response 
to an increase in frequency of the first events not being detected and for which therapy 
has not been delivered, whether a predetermined number of second events have 
occurred, and autoinatically adjusting parameters associated with the first events in 
response to the predetermined number of second events occurring (column 12, lines 1- 
19. Figs. 6-8). 

Regarding claims 2. 5, 7, 1 1 , 13, 16, 18 and 22, Zhou'856 discloses that the first 
events correspond to a number of premature atrial contractions occurring in a 
predetermined time window (column 1 2, lines 1 -1 9). 

Regarding claims 6, 8, 10, 17, 19 and 21, and further regarding claim 7 and 18, 
Zhou'859 is considered to disclose means for detemnining if the second event is 
detected subsequent to or during delivery of therapy and increasing therapy rate in 
response to the second event (Figs. 6-8). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102/103 
8. Claim 26 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as anticipated by Zhou'859 or, in the 
alternative, under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as obvious over Zhou'859 in view of Van Bolhuis et 
al. (US 2004/0215273, hereinafter Bolhuis'273). 

Regarding claim 26. Zhou'859 is considered to disclose detection of increase in 
frequency of the first event by determining shortening coupling intervals insomuch as 
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the coupling interval is also commonly known as the P-P interval (column 1 , lines 33-36; 
column 3, lines 8-19; column 7, line 65 through column 8, line 3; column 10, lines 14- 
23). Alternatively, in the same field of endeavor, Bolhuis'273 teaches that the length of a 
PAC coupling interval identifies whether the PAC is likely to trigger onset of an 
, arrhythmia episode, and therefore allows to distinguish between PAC types and prevent 
delivery of unnecessary therapy (paragraphs [5], [21], [32]). Therefore, it would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to modify the 
system as taught by Mehra'459 with measuring the length of the PAC coupling interval 
as taught by Bolhuis'273 to provide Mehra'459 with the same advantage of classifying 
PACs so as not to deliver unnecessary therapies. It is noted that an increase in PAC 
frequency would inherently require a shorter coupling interval, since the coupling 
interval is inherently the characteristic that sets the inter-PAC duration. 

Claim Rejections ■ 35 use § 103 

9. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth In this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

10. Claims 1-3, 5-7, 12-14, 16-18 and 23-25 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Mehra et al (U.S. 6185459, hereinafter Mehra'459). 

Referring to claims 1-2, 12, 13 and 23-25, Mehra'459 teach a pacemaker that 
delivers tachyarrhythmia prevention therapy for an extended period of time (se6 



Application/Control Number: 10/824,789 Page 6 

Art Unit: 3762 

Abstract). The pacemaker can employ a metric to determine if tfierapy is successful. 
The metric measured can be the frequency of occurrence of PACs, and ftjrther may be 
a defined range of PACs per hour, determined by the physician to represent an 
acceptable range of occurrences of PACs. The aggressiveness of the atrial arrhythmia 
prevention pacing modality employed may be increased in response to the number of 
occurrences of PACs being in excess of the defined endpoint range (see column 4, 
lines 5-12 and lines 30-38). 

Further regarding claims 1,12 and 23-25, l\/lehra'459 is considered to disclose a 
means for detecting a sudden increase in the friequency of PACs insomuch as a change 
over a two-day period can be considered "sudden" in comparison to trends measured 
over weeks or months. Alternatively, even though the device of Mehra'459 is disclosed 
to monitor trends over certain periods of time with the examples of days, weeks or 
months, this does not preclude monitoring over shorter periods, also able to be 
considered of a sudden nature. Further, the Mehra'459 inherently must ifieasure each 
heartbeat or PAC in order to trend such a statistic over a longer period of time, and 
therefore Inherently detects changes on a beat-to-beat basis, which qualifies as a 
sudden increase. 

Still further regarding claims 1,12 and 23-25, Mehra'459 inherently detects 
Increases over a period of up to approximately one minute, since the Mehra'459 device 
can detect increases of periods longer than that, e.g. up to a period of days, weeks or 
months. Detecting increase over a two-day period inherently includes detecting 
increases over a time period of approximately one minute. Alternatively, it would halve 
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been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to detect 
Increases in first event frequency over a time period of one minute, since it has been 
held that where the general conditions of a claim are disclosed in the prior art, 
discovering the optimum or workable ranges {In re Aller, 106 USPQ 233) or optimum 
value of a result effective variable {In re Boesch, 617 F.2d 272. 205 USPQ 215 (CCPA 
1980)) involves only routine skill in the art. In this case, it would be obvious to measure 
increase over time periods of one minute when the intention is to update the delivered 
therapy on a more frequent basis. 

Still further regarding claims 1,12 and 23-25, it is noted that as written the 
independent claims to not require the first and second events to be from separate event 
classes, and could therefore both refer to the same type of event, such as a 
tachyarrhythmia, occurring multiple times. Given this interpretation, Mehra*459 clearly 
discloses the argued limitation, since the metric, upon not sensing a first . 
tachyarrhythmic event and therefore not delivering a therapy goes into a reiterative 
process until a successful tachyarrhythmic (second) event is sensed, at which time 
parameters are adjusted and therapy is delivered, wherein the predetemiined number of 
second events is one 

Regarding claims 3 and 14, Mehra'459 teach that in response to an increase in 
PACs/day, the rate of the therapy may be increased (see column 21, lines 65-67 and 
column 22, lines 1-10). With reference to claims 4-5 and 15-16, Mehra'459 teach the 
device described above and further disclose that certain endpoints such as PACs/day 
and AF/day may be defined for a 24-hour period. Due to one or both of the PAC/day 
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and k?l6Qy values exceeding the defined acceptable ranges, the pacing parameters 
are adjusted to be more aggressive by either increasing or decreasing the rate.. During 
a new 24-hour period, data is collected with the newly adjusted endpoints (see column 
21, lines 57-67 and column 22, lines 1-15). 

With regards to claims 6-7 and 17-18, Mehra'459 disclose that the metric used to 
optimize the parameters of the arrhythmia prevention pacing modality may also be 
employed to disable the arrhythmia prevention pacing modality or to trigger the switch to 
an alternative pacing prevention modality (see column 4, lines 45-51). While not stated 
explicitly, it is inherent that arrhythmia detection subsequent to therapy is employed 
since the therapy is arrhythmia prevention pacing modality, and detecting an arrhythmia 
would prove the pacing to be ineffective. 

1 1 . Claim 26 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being unpatentable over 
Mehra'459 in view of Bolhuis'273. 

Regarding claim 25, Mehra'459 discloses the invention substantially as clainied 
including detecting that there is an increase in the frequency of first events, but does not 
expressly disclose that the frequency increase is made by determining whether a 
coupling interval of a most recent first event is shorter than that of a previous first event. 
In the same field of endeavor, Bolhuis'273 teaches that the length of a PAC coupling 
interval identifies whether the PAC is likely to trigger onset of an arrhythmja episode, 
and therefore allows to distinguish between PAC types and prevent delivery of 
unnecessary therapy (paragraphs [5], [21], [32]). Therefore, it would have been obvious 
to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to niodify the system as 
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taught by Mehra'459 with measuring the length of the PAC coupling interval as taught 
by Bolhuis'273 to provide Mehra'459 with the same advantage of classifying PACs so 
as not to deliver unnecessary therapies. It is npted that an increase in PAC frequency 
would inherently require a shorter coupling interval, since the coupling interval is 
inherently the characteristic'that sets the inter-PAC duration. 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Christopher A. Flory whose telephone number is (571) 
272-6820. The examiner can nonnally be reached on M - F 8:30 a.m. to 5:00 p.m.. 

■ If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Angela Sykes can be reached on (571) 272-4955. Th6 fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EEC) at 866-217-91 97 (toll-free). 

Christopher A. Flory /George Manuel/ 

Primary Examiner 

12 October 2007 



